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From: DLH [mailto:manyrivers@gmail.com]  

Sent: Sunday, January 06, 2013 10:12 PM 
To: Greve, Rachel M - DNR 

Cc: Kafka, Terence - DNR; DNR SECRETARY; Ebersberger, Eric K - DNR; Sen.Lassa - LEGIS; 
Rep.Krug@legis.wi.gov 

Subject: Fwd: Property owner-residents' oppositional comments to supp. EA (dated 11/ re 

Richfield CAFO, HCapWell permit application (in Adam's County), associated with its proposed 
PDES permit #0064815-01-0 

 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
Rachel Greve, DG/5; 

Bureau of Drinking Water and Groundwater 
Private Water Supply Section 
101 S. Webster St., Box 7921 
Madison WI 53707-7921 

Dear Ms. Greve  
and our state representatives: 
 
Having already delivered oral and written comments against this super-polluting and 
groundwater-sucking, proposed Richfield factory farm dairy CAFO (hereinafter "the 
CAFO") last July 2011, and also filing a Contested Case Petition against its illegal permitting last 
December 2011, I am hereby writing, yet again, to you to express our extreme dissatisfaction with 
the DNR's faulty, biased, non-thorough and/or incomplete environmental review process in this 
supposed supplemental environmental assessment, still to date, continuing after the CAFO's 
sudden new application, and its pending improper permitting of this detrimental CAFO.  This new 
supplemental EA adds very little additional evidence of review and analysis than the original EA 
released 5/31/11, which is now moot, due to a Superior Court Judge Markson's over-rule of the 
original EA found lacking. 
 

We, as long-time Pleasant Lake residents and property owners, share grave concerns 
(along with MANY other neighbors) over the now, very clearly, scientifically and 
concretely-documented significant harm and threats to the precious and pristine seepage 
Pleasant Lake upon which we live and recreate.  We have continued to express these 
concerns and backed them up with scientific proof, but the DNR continues to outright 
REFUSE to analyze or acknowledge this CAFO's significant negative impact on Pleasant 
Lake, despite the July 2011 WI Supreme Court ruling in Buelah mandating DNR's duty to 
consider significant, negative impacts to surface waters by groundwater withdrawals, and 
despite the DNR itself acknowledging the CAFO's high cap wells' pumping as yet ANOTHER 
of many negative cumulative causation pumping impacts of over 400 mgy directly within 5 
miles of Pleasant Lake.  Pleasant Lake has an extremely public groundwater aquifer-
dependent water quantity level, which has now been shown, via multiple scientific 
hydrogeology reports (already sited and submitted to the DNR**, see below), to suffer, in 
particular, a very large future drawn down by this CAFO's  proposed very proximate siting 
in Richfield, less than 2.5 miles away. 
 

You, the DNR, readily admit in this Supp. EA that:  "Modeling by Kraft and 
Mechenich (2010) shows an average water table drawdown of 1.5 feet at 
Pleasant Lake;...in last 10 years, ...within 5 miles of the proposed Richfield 

Dairy,...(alone, you have already freely permitted) SIX...agricultural irrigation wells with 

pump capacities of 400-1200 gpm; ... it is expected that similar increases in 

groundwater withdrawal could continue in the future, (and finally, that) the 
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addition of the Richfield Dairy wells, or any additional water withdrawal in the 

area, will increase existing stresses on the availability of groundwater to supply 

surface water bodies.    However, when DNR determines whether or not to 
approve an application for a high capacity well, DNR is limited to considering 
whether the proposed well or wells on the high capacity property may cause 
significant adverse environmental impacts." (p. 6-7 of Supp. EA)  
 

We would like to know where this invoked "limitation" came from, and/or how the 
DNR, particularly post-Buelah, via DOJ, has come to assert such BOGUS, 
politically-motivated "limitation?"   For the DNR to outright refuse to consider 
and review "cumulative impacts" in reviewing high cap well permits, utterly 
eviscerates ANY ability and DUTY of the DNR to actually do its legal, 
statutory job, and serve and act as steward of the public trust.  In that the 
majority of ground and surface waters are connected and do not operate in 
a vacuum of environmental individualism, such unsubstantiated declaration by 
the DNR that it may "not" consider this CAFO's application in conjunction with 
actual reality, and the reality of interconnected nearby negative impacts, is 
absolutely absurd, irrational, and/or a clear and patent abuse of discretion, given 
the DNR's very clear duty of environmental protection of public trust natural 
resources.  This is especially the case and reality here, of this CAFO's super-
groundwater-pumping's significant negative environmental impact on Pleasant 
Lake that at present only averages, by DNR's own admission, 15 feet in depth.   
Pleasant Lake is hardly a renewable public water resource, yet the DNR has 
specifically chosen, via its questionable, disingenuous, self-imposed   "limited" 
internal environmental review policies, to do nothing to protect it, thereby flouting 
its WI constitutional duties.  The DNR's liability is clear, in that it has utterly 
abused its discretion in pronouncing now, via this deficient supplemental EA, that 
the CAFO's high cap wells, while still seeking to be permitted at 72.5 mgy, will 
have no significant negative environmental impact on Pleasant Lake.  In that 
regard, this supp. EA is, yet again, deficient and demonstrates that the DNR 
continues to choose to disregard public surface waters it is held to protect, failing 
to act legally, under governing common and statutory law, to properly assess, 
review and permit high cap wells. 
 
We urge the DNR to do its job fully and properly, re-consider its deficient review, and thoroughly 
consider its cumulative/associated potentially harmful impacts to protect public waters of the state 
as is the DNR's duty, according to the recent Lake Buelah Supreme Court precedent, such that it 

does not abuse its discretion.  We join in all comments to date and hereinafter 
submitted by the PLMD and/or Frances Rowe in relation to any of the Richfield 
CAFO's applications, in addition to these comments.   Further, we also hereby 

formally bring our concerns to the greater attention of our state legislative representatives, 
including those in whose districts this CAFO is soliciting to operate (specifically, in the Richfield 
Township of Adams County), and request that they immediately also take action in terms of 

ensuring the safeguard of nearby private residential wells and highly threatened, extremely 
valuable nearby public waters like Pleasant Lake, which generate much tourism economic 
dollars and recreation opportunities (swimming, boating, fishing, hunting) in their districts 
which are irreplaceable.  It is all of your responsibilities to ensure that local public 



waters, particularly those most immediately threatened by the proposed CAFO 
site, like Pleasant Lake, are not harmed.   
 
If you allow Pleasant Lake to be severely drawn down by the illegal permitting of yet another 
6K+ cow Milk Source CAFO, much like the other horrible one already operating just 10 miles 
to the South which has already destroyed the adjacent public surface water of Patrick 
Lake and local Grand Marsh area, there is no getting Pleasant Lake back. It will be 
impossible to reverse or turn back the devastation of this CAFO if it is allowed to be 

improperly sited in Richfield to our detriment.   Please address these concerns and 
respond in writing.  We continue NOT to be dissuaded and intend to do whatever is 

legally necessary to defeat this, yet another, irresponsible, uncaring, mega-corporation, 

attempting to illegally take over and destroy our precious natural resources and waters 

without even any financial liability, and only ridiculously being required to pay 

$125/year for such extreme water use.   We will continue to fight to protect Pleasant 

Lake, but also the whole surrounding WI Central Sands area from the expanding, 

irresponsible, deregulated, DNR-rubber stamped, "Open for Business" development 

which most certainly doesn't benefit WI residential property owners and individuals, but 

rather only benefits the big corporate farms in question.  We will NOT allow these mega-

agriculture operations to continue to rape and pillage our precious natural resources like 

Pleasant Lake for FREE, and even more atrociously, via our public subsidy that they have 

most definitely stolen from us. 

 
As long-standing resident, tax-paying, law-abiding, property-owning Wisconsin citizens 
within 2.5 miles of this proposed factory farm CAFO, we are thoroughly disturbed by its 
ominousness.  Our families have long recreated and lived on Pleasant Lake and want, 
intend and have the RIGHT to do so for many generations to come. We have matured 
together here, seen our children grow up together swimming, skiing, diving, sailing, 
fishing and even working (right on the Lake) here, and continue to drink and depend on 
our clean private well waters to sustain ourselves. I myself worked right on the Lake at the 
former, historic Sunset Point Resort, in my very first job.   
 
Very unfortunately, we have already witnessed and directly experienced the horrible 
effects of a severely lowered Pleasant Lake level, not being able to swim off or ski from 
around our piers because the water is already too shallow now.  When I was young, being 
under five feet, I could not stand whatsoever at the end of our pier; now, I am lucky if the 
water comes up to my knee, DESPITE having extended our pier much farther out into the 
Lake many years ago due to the ever lower Lake.  Each year we have to keep extending 
our pier further so that our pontoon boat is not resting on the sand, and we have some 
water to wade in, at least.   
 
Therefore, this supp. EA is deficient and the DNR must do something MORE to prevent the 
loss of this precious public water altogether (due to continued, unregulated high cap well 
permitting and operation which has and continues to lower and dry up lakes and streams), 
including specifically, reversing its unsubstantiated finding of "no significant adverse 
impact", performance of an EIS, and the denial of this high cap well permit for this 
devastating CAFO less than 2.5 miles away.  Given the acknowledged average depth of 
only 15 feet of Pleasant Lake, it is abundantly clear that an average draw down of 1.5 feet, 
to be caused in heavy part by this CAFO's high cap well permitting, will completely 
decimate it.   
 



There is no question about the continued lower Pleasant Lake levels to come, 
that will occur, in grand part, as a result of any permitting of this CAFO, as 
documented.  This means:  silt on the beaches from boats stirring up the bottom 
due to shallow water, disruption of the fishery due to boats running over the sand 
point in shallow water where bluegills nest, NO Lake whatsoever to look at from 
our house as we have for years as long as I can remember/every year of my life, 
no friends visiting/staying as they have at the Lake for years, and sunsets that 
are no longer over any water.  Lowered or absent lake levels mean no continued 
swimming as I have my entire life across the Lake, no paddleboating, no 
pontooning with friends, and no further Lake recreating in general, because no 
motorized crafts nor us as humans, will be able to proceed through low water or 
water that is not there.  This Richfield CAFO EQUALS lowered Pleasant Lake 
levels, if not the all out drying up of Pleasant Lake, which in turns means total 
loss of recreation, enjoyment here, not to mention the plummeting of our private 
property values, which the DNR and Milk Source would be jointly responsible for, 
and whom we would hold liable.   Protection of this immediate public water is the 
duty of the DNR, and therefore, it can NOT legally permit the high cap well's this 
 CAFO seeks in Richfield.  By allowing the CAFO wells to proceed, and this 
supp. EA to stand as is, the DNR will directly allow the further devastation of 
Pleasant Lake's water quantity, not to mention quality, and the all-out ruining of 
the whole pristine area's clean, rural green space, recreational opportunities in 
the surrounding 3 mile radius, due to the awful 6000+ cows' manure stench (with 
nothing preventing 3000+ more cows in future years), heavy load traffic noise 
and pollution, and overall development that WILL necessarily occur. 
 
I, and my immediate family and neighbors, feel very alienated/ignored, disrespected/disregarded 
and disturbed/disappointed by the DNR EA's clearly erroneous and unsubstantiated claims of "no 
harm" and "no impact" to the public waters very close by the proposed CAFO livestock 

factory (particularly Pleasant Lake, where we live and work).  We are also quite 
abhorred at the incomplete review by the DNR of Milk Source's application, and expect 

the DNR to (1) DENY its permit application, or in the very least (2) mandate alternate, more 
natural resource-protecting and responsible re-siting of this CAFO deeper West into Adams 
County, and/or (3) now complete the EIS which should have begun a long time ago as 

required (under WEPA/DNR standards of "signifcant impact(s) and/or unique, 
never before considered conditions/circumstances (i.e.  the Central sandy, 
pourous soil topography of the area).   
 

At present, the DNR's EA is severely lacking in the area of the immediate surrounding 

waters' quantity and quality protection, evidencing glaring omissions in its summary 

conclusions, as already documented.**  The EA fails to address the change in HCW 

operation purpose from irrigation which returns water to the ground, to cattle 

sustenance/maintenance which returns virtually none.  It also all out fails to do or 

incorporate proper, accurate and current groundwater modelling analysis which shows at 

least 2 foot draw down to Pleasant Lake within EIGHT years!**  Any and all other 

additional requirements necessary to achieve and MAINTAIN water quantity protection 

standards for Pleasant Lake, in particular, under the public trust doctrine, should be 

analyzed, and in the very least, set as conditions to any permits.   The groundwater maps 



being relied upon in the DNR's analysis are now over 30 years old and a DNR 

representative him/herself has acknowledged that these maps/modelling can no longer be 

accurate given the addition of 800+ high capacity wells in Waushara County alone since 

then, and because of ever-changing groundwater flows and other 

geological boundaries and drawdowns in the vicinity surrounding the proposed CAFO.   

 

An EIS must be completed/documented to assure that the DNR's environmental 

cumulative impacts review is reflective and consistent with WEPA as required, including 

consideration of the "(cumulative) impacts of repeated actions of this same type" because 

they "can (EASILY) be anticipated" in Adams County with effects extending necessarily 

to the immediate adjacent Waushara County, particularly 2.5 miles SouthEast into 

Waushara where Pleasant Lake is located, as the presently proposed CAFO site is located 

precisely on this county line.  NR 150.22(2)a(2).   The DNR is required to base its 

analyses on up-to-date information and accurate, long term modelling, and especially 

because these have now been provided by respected scientists, they must do so, or their 

any permitting of this CAFO will be illegal and met with further intense and unflattering 

litigation.   

 

The DNR is Wisconsin's environmental resource steward and is obligated to protect 

public waters (especially from big business' pollution and lack of accountability for their 

destruction).  If the DNR refuses to be the steward of natural resources, as is its mission, 

WHO will be? and WHAT, pray tell, has this State and its supposed "democratic 

government" come to??   The 50 jobs claimed to be created by this CAFO, with at least 

half of them assuredly being pitiful, minimum wage labor positions most likely going to 

non-citizens and not even local residents, is not worth much, and NO WHERE NEAR 

JUSTIFICATION TO DEVASTATE SURROUNDING PUBLIC WATERS, 

ESPECIALLY NOT PLEASANT LAKE.   Where is the environmental pre-tax on these 

corporations that only want to take, and take, and take??  They instead get tax-BREAKS 

and a free pass because they certainly can't re-fill a Lake now will or can they? 

 

We appreciate your thorough review and incorporation of these oppositional comments 

in a timely fashion and your continued improved review process.  Ultimately, we request 

that you DENY this CAFO's permits altogether, or in the very least deny permitting 

now at this site (and mandate a different one) due to the extreme potential well-

documented harms to the immediate public waters of Wisconsin, and complete an EIS 

before any other permitting can proceed.  We will hold the WI DNR accountable and 

encourage you, who are supposed to be representing us, to do your jobs and do so as 

well.  Thank you very much. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Dana Lynn Hanaman, Esq. 

on behalf of our Hanaman Family (as 20+ year property owners), 

and our neighbors, the Jongerius and Sundeen families 

 

W13388 Czech Dr. 



Pleasant Lake 

Coloma, WI  54930 

 

*** "The aquifer is not of infinite areal extent.  Over long periods of pumping the system 

will be significantly affected by boundary conditions not represented in the model which 

will cause the simulation to be unrealistic.  The simulations cannot produce a realistic 

steady state solution because the cone of depression continues to expand infinitely.  Since 

the proposed pumping wells are expected to be in use for many years the impact of longer 

pumping can be evaluated with the same models using the same aquifer data.  

Increasing the pumping period from 300 days to 3000 days (8.2 years) produces a 

Jacob drawdown result showing drawdown increasing to approximately ... 2.0 feet at 

10,000 feet (or approximately 2 miles)." 

---from Hydrogeologist Ken Wade's report; see also George Kraft's scientific report, as 

already submitted to the DNR in opposition to this CAFO 

(So this can be extrapolated to Pleasant Lake experiencing at least an approximate 2 

foot loss, located about 2.4 miles away, within eight years, and not figuring for real 

boundary conditions and more geological water drawdown contributing factors!) 
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January 6, 2013 
 
Ms Rachel Greve, DG/5 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 
101 S. Webster Street 
P.O. Box 7921 
Madison, WI 53707-7921 
 
Regarding:  Comments on DNR’s Supplemental EA for Richfield Dairy’s Proposal for 
High-Capacity Wells  
 
Dear Ms Greve,  
 
I am writing this letter to express my concerns about WDNR’s work on the 
Supplemental EA for Richfield Dairy’s proposal for high capacity wells, related to their 
anticipated impact on groundwater receptors such as the many trout streams, wetlands, 
springs and lakes, namely Pleasant Lake and Lake Burnita.   
 
The Supplemental EA lacks technical and professional basis.  For example, regarding 
impact on Pleasant Lake, the discussion by DNR reviewers appears to be based on 
generalized information rather than specific data and analysis.  The statement that the 
“expected change in groundwater input is small enough that no measurable changes to 
lake chemistry or clarity are expected”.  This statement represents significant 
speculation without technical basis.  I am familiar with the water quality and lake levels 
in Pleasant Lake.  Reduction of lake levels due to additional high capacity well pumping 
will expose more shoreline and silt sediments in shallow bays to disturbance which in 
turn will bring about changes in vegetation and water chemistry (e.g. nitrogen and 
phosphorous, both contributors to eutrophication of surface water bodies).    
 
Additionally, the Supplemental EA is contradictory from section to section.  In the 
discussion about Cumulative Impacts, the case is presented rationally regarding the 
significant impact that will result from cumulative effects of the growing number of high 
capacity wells nearby within five miles of the proposed Dairy.  DNR states that “the 
addition of the Richfield Dairy wells, or any additional water withdrawal in the area, will 
increase existing stresses on the availability of groundwater to supply surface water 
bodies”.  Then, later in that section DNR states that “when DNR determines whether or 
not to approve an application for a high capacity well, DNR is limited to considering 
whether the proposed well or wells on the high capacity property may cause significant 
adverse environmental impacts”.  Is this what the Legislature and state citizens should 
expect from WDNR regarding the Protection of Waters of the State? 
 



 

 

 

 

 
 

Risk Management • Compliance Assurance • Process Improvement 
Management Systems • Sustainability 

 
® 

The science of hydrogeology (groundwater capacity, flow and quality) irrefutably 
recognizes cross-property, regional interactions regarding both flow and quality.  
Consideration of only the on-property impacts of a high cap well defies science and will 
not serve to protect the waters of the state.   
 
Important precedent was long ago established regarding regulation of impact on 
groundwater beyond property lines.  In DNR’s regulation of solid waste landfills, for 
example, maximum contaminant levels of chemical constituents of concern in the 
groundwater are set at property lines and beyond to prevent significant impact on the 
adjacent and surrounding properties.  The primary way these contaminants can travel 
from the groundwater of the landfill property to the groundwater under adjacent or 
surrounding properties is via groundwater flow.  For landfills, DNR is not limited to the 
evaluation or protection of groundwater only beneath the landfill property boundaries.   
 
As further evidence of DNR’s contradictory analysis, the cumulative impact on waters of 
the state beyond the Dairy property is discussed (and certainly can be classified as 
significant); then DNR claims it can’t consider cumulative impact beyond the Dairy 
property; then DNR finishes the discussion by listing DNR decision alternatives, 
including “deny the application for high capacity well(s) based on probable significant 
adverse environmental impacts to waters of the state that cannot be avoided by placing 
conditions on the construction or use of the well(s)”.  DNR goes on to select an 
alternative that only requires water level monitoring, even though the models used by 
various experts predicts impact that can be considered significant to the waters of the 
state.          
 
In my opinion, the conclusions reached by the DNR in the Supplemental EA are neither 
technically sound nor based on good professional practice.  Protection of the Waters of 
the State requires better work by our state’s primary environmental protection agency. 
 
The basis for my comments includes 35 years of environmental engineering consulting, 
preceded by nearly 7 years in the WDNR’s Solid Waste Management program.  I have 
BS and MS degrees from the UW-Madison Department of Civil and Environmental 
Engineering where I now serve that Department as a member of the Adjunct Faculty.  in 
the early 1980s, I served on the Wisconsin Legislative Council Special Committee on 
Groundwater Quality which developed the framework and technical basis for pioneering 
legislation that was passed to protect groundwater quality in the state.   
 
I hope that my comments are helpful as you reconsider the Richfield Dairy wells. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Thomas P. Kunes, PE, Principal   
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M. Frances Rowe 

W13475 Czech Lane 

Coloma, Wisconsin  54930 

 
 

January 7, 2013 

 

Ms. Rachel Greve, DG/5 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

101 S. Webster St. 

P.O. Box 7921 

Madison, WI  53707-7921 

 

 

Dear Ms. Greve, 

 

The comments below speak to the Supplemental Environmental Assessment prepared by the 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources in response to Judge John Markson’s July 20, 2012 

order to review the pumping impact of the proposed Richfield Dairy’s high capacity wells.  First, I 

have read and support the comments submitted by the Pleasant Lake Management District.  I urge 

you to address the concerns they have raised.  In addition, I would like to bring to your attention 

three points that relate to the proposed conditions noted in the Supplemental Environmental 

Assessment.  In my opinion the conditions proposed in the Supplemental Environmental 

Assessment are insufficient and inadequate to manage the problems resulting from the permitting 

of the proposed Richfield high capacity wells.   

 

 

1. Pumping Limit of 72.5 million gallons. 

 

Page 6 of the Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SuppEA) notes that “The addition 

of the Richfield Dairy wells, or any additional water withdrawal in the area, will 

increase existing stresses on the availability of groundwater to supply surface water 

bodies.”  Yet the tone of the SuppEA leads me to conclude that the Department intends to 

approve the request for two new wells in the region.  The first condition noted in the SuppEA 

limits the pumping from these two wells to 72.5 million gallons per year.   

 

The question at hand is, how much water can be removed permanently from Pleasant Lake, 

the Little Roche-A-Cri, Tagatz Creek, and Chaffee Creek before an adverse environmental 

impact results?  I claim we are already there; too much groundwater is already being 

removed.  These water resources are already stressed from current high capacity well 

pumping in the region (based on Waushara County data, Pleasant Lake has lost over 5 feet of 

water to date), to add two additional high capacity wells to an already over taxed aquifer is 

unreasonable, no matter the capacity cap.  Data that support this point of view are 

voluminous.  See, Kraft & Mechenich, 2010; Barlow and Leake, 2012, USGS Circular 1376; 

Kraft, et al, 2012a; Kraft, Mechenich, & Haucke, 2012b. 
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Hydrologic modeling completed to date not only tells us what we can expect, but 

observations on the ground have already demonstrated and confirmed the predictions made 

years ago.  This area of the state cannot support any more high capacity wells.   

Furthermore, although this first condition caps the pumping volume at 72.5 mgy, it is clear 

that there is an expectation that an increase in this number is to be expected (see number 3).  

Once a cattle herd is in place, who will have the authority or the backbone to deny watering 

the cattle?  The solution is to deny the permit initially as the natural resources of the region 

will not support large scale dairying in this region of the Wisconsin without causing 

significant damage to the state’s surface water resources and groundwater aquifer.   

 

 

2.  Monitoring wells. 

 

Condition two of the SuppEA provides for the inclusion of groundwater monitoring via a 

piezometer as part of the Richfield Dairy’s amended high capacity well approval.  What is to 

be done with these data?  Will lakes, rivers, wetlands, and streams be monitored as well?  

How will you separate the effects of these two wells with the impacts of hundreds of other 

wells and natural variability?  Monitoring wells are useful if, and only if, an action predicated 

on monitoring outcomes has been established prior to monitoring.  Twenty years of data 

already exist to support the modeling that has been completed, collection of new data will 

only add to that assemblage. 

 

 If the data collected are to be used to assess damage and  “turn off” the wells when surface 

water levels drop, it does not say so in the SuppEA.  What is to be accomplished with this 

monitoring?  Are these data to be used to revoke the well permits if and when harm to 

surface resources has been established?  If and when surface water levels are observed to 

drop in the region, which all agree they will, the high capacity well permit should be limited 

or revoked.  And, that possibility should be made clear to the applicant at the onset.  It should 

be clearly stated in the permit that if Pleasant Lake, wetlands, or streams in the region drop 

following the installation of the Richfield wells that the permit will be revoked.  That way no 

claim can be made at a later date that such a condition was unknown. 

 

 This is a circular argument.  It is well known that the surface waters will drop as the result of 

additional pumping in the region; all models completed to date demonstrate this.  Why issue 

a permit at all?  To issue a high capacity well permit, monitor for damage, and then revoke 

the permit appears to me to be wrong.  It is unfair to the applicant, will result in unnecessary 

damage to lakes, wetlands, and streams, and will be expensive to all concerned.  Therefore, 

given this situation no permit should be issued in the first place. 

 

 

3.  New pumping volume requests. 

 

The third condition imposed on the applicant is that any increase in groundwater withdrawal 

will require a new high capacity well approval.  I welcome this as a first step in assuring the 

aquifer will be protected, but what is missing here is specific criteria for how harm to the 

local surface waters will be established, which should be a prerequisite to any additional 

pumping being considered.  No mention is made as to how the new review will be conducted 

or what criteria for resource health would be employed. 
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Moreover, there is no requirement for notification to neighboring lake districts, villages, 

townships, counties, private and municipal well owners, or environmental groups regarding 

such a request.  Please add language that will require notification of any new pumping requests 

to stakeholders within a 5 mile radius. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

Although well intentioned, I believe the conditions placed on this permit will not protect the 

surface water resources or the aquifer of the region.  Any pumping is too much pumping for 

this area of this aquifer, no mention is made as to how the monitoring data are to be used, and 

the assumption that the pumping volume can and will be increased is problematic.   

 

The Central Sands aquifer is in trouble.  This conclusion is clear from modeling, existing 

data, and simple observation.  One does not have to be a hydrologist or a biologist to identify 

a dry lake or stream or to observe that what once was a shallow water habitat is now dry land.  

The conditions placed on this permit are not sufficient or adequate to protect the aquifer or 

the region’s rivers, streams, wetlands, and lakes.  If issued, this high capacity well permit 

needs to include specific language that will identify criteria to assess harm to surface water 

bodies, it must require that pumping volume be reduced or suspended when harm has been 

identified to surface waters or the aquifer, and these wells must be capped at the original 

volume request - no additional pumping to be allowed.   

 

Thank you for your time and your consideration of my points of view. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Francie Rowe 

 

 

 

References 

 

Barlow, P.M., and Leake, S.A. 2012, Streamflow depletion by wells – Understanding and 

managing the effects of groundwater pumping on streamflow:  USGS Circular 1376.  

 

Kraft, G. J., & Mechenich, D. J. 2010. Groundwater pumping effects on groundwater levels, 

lake levels, and streamflows in the Wisconsin central sands. Center for Watershed 

Science and Education, Wisconsin. 

 

Kraft, G. J., Clancy, K., Mechenich, D. J. and Haucke, J. 2012a, Irrigation Effects in the 

Northern Lake States: Wisconsin Central Sands Revisited. Ground Water, 50: 308–318. 

doi: 10.1111/j.1745-6584.2011.00836 

 

Kraft, G.J.,  Mechenich, D.J., & Haucke, J. 2012b.  Information Support for Groundwater 

Management in the Wisconsin Central Sands, 2009-2011. 



 

Sierra Club - John Muir Chapter 
222 South Hamilton Street, Suite 1, Madison, Wisconsin 53703-3201 

Telephone: (608) 256-0565      Fax: (608) 256-4562 

john.muir.chapter@sierraclub.org    http://wisconsin.sierraclub.org 

 

January 7, 2013 

 

Rachel Greve, DG/5; 

Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, 

101 S Webster Street, P.O. Box 7921 

Madison, WI 53707-7921. 

Rachel.Greve@wisconsin.gov  

 

Re: Comments on the revised Environmental Assessment for Richfield Dairy’s proposed high capacity 

wells  

Dear Ms. Greve:  

Thank you for providing us with this opportunity to comment on the revised Environmental Assessment 

(EA) for Richfield Dairy’s permit application to install two high capacity wells associated with their 

proposed Confined Animal Feeding Operation (CAFO) in Adams County.  The Sierra Club – John Muir 

Chapter is concerned that the DNR’s decision to approve the revised EA with conditions isn’t adequate 

to protect water quantity over the long term in the Central Sands Region, a water-limited area of 

Wisconsin that is already facing significant drawdowns related to crop irrigation and other activities. 

The Sierra Club helped pass Act 310, Wisconsin’s current groundwater law, an important step for 

conserving groundwater and highlighting its connection to surface waters.  We also supported 

implementing follow-up recommendations of the Groundwater Advisory Committee that would have 

allowed the DNR to practice adaptive management, enhance protection for small springs, and develop a 

means of designating new Groundwater Management Areas.  The Central Sands Region would be a 

prime candidate for GMA designation, as irrigation pumping has reduced streamflow by 25-30% in this 

area, and severe water drawdowns have already occurred on the Little Plover River and Bloody Run 

Creek a Class 1 trout stream (http://www.lakebeulah.org/pdf/hicaplaw.pdf).  Similarly, the proposed 

Richfield CAFO could impact Class 1 trout streams including Fordham Creek, Little Roche-a-Cri Creek, 

Chaffee Creek, and Tagatz Creek in future years.  

Members of Sierra Club’s Water Sentinels visited Lake Pleasant and other nearby areas in 2012 that 

would potentially be impacted by the proposed Richfield CAFO.  At the time, the area had been 

experiencing prolonged, severe drought conditions evident through impacts on nearby farm fields, some 

of which no longer had access to water needed for crop irrigation.  We also spoke with local residents 

and saw evidence that Pleasant Lake was experiencing permanent drawdowns – such as the historical 

location of swimming piers and docks that were now many feet away from the water’s edge  – that were 

likely result of many years of intense water use in the nearby area.  Finally, we observed alarming 

drawdowns at Patrick’s Lake, which was in close proximity to the existing New Chester Dairy, which 

has proposed doubling in size (with corresponding increases in water use) in the next few years.   

John Muir Chapter 
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DNR’s modeling suggests that Richfield’s high capacity wells will result in 1.6 + 0.26 inches of 

additional drawdowns of Lake Pleasant.  However, more frequent climate change-related droughts and 

elevated temperatures in Wisconsin could impact the model, both in terms of increasing actual lake 

drawdowns and by increasing the water use of the applicant and the other existing and future high 

capacity wells in the area.  It is our understanding that during droughts, the DNR routinely allows high 

capacity well users to increase capacity in order to prevent losses to crops or livestock, and this could 

result water drawdowns that exceed predicted levels.  Modeling water impacts for this and other high 

capacity wells should therefore account for the potential impacts of climate change in order to maximize 

predictive accuracy.   

One of the Sierra Club’s biggest concerns with the proposed high capacity wells associated with the 

proposed Richfield CAFO are their cumulative impacts relative to existing and future water withdrawals 

in the water-limited Central Sands region.  The DNR touches on cumulative impacts on pages 6-7 in the 

revised EA.  This section mentions that there are 90 existing high capacity wells with a capacity of over 

70 gpm within 4 miles.  In addition, the DNR has permitted 51 high capacity wells in Waushara County 

and 35 in Adams County in the past 10 months alone.  Dr. Kraft and DNR predict cumulative water 

table drawdown impacts of 1.5 - 0.7 feet at Pleasant Lake, as well as flow reductions of 1.5 - 15% or 3 - 

6% in nearby trout streams respectively, depending on which model is used.  The EA then goes on to 

state that DNR is limited to considering whether the proposed wells on the high capacity property may 

cause significant adverse environmental impacts.  However, the 2011 Lake Beulah Supreme Court 

decision suggests that the DNR may be able to go further in limiting the permitting of additional high 

capacity wells in areas where negative impacts on surface areas are observed 

(http://www.jsonline.com/news/wisconsin/125193059.html).  The Sierra Club urges the DNR to 

exercise their full authority to protect groundwater and surface water from excessive withdrawls based 

on this decision.   Exercising this authority will benefit residential, commercial and recreational water 

users in the area in coming years. 

In Wisconsin we are blessed with plentiful groundwater almost everywhere, but we’ve learned that we 

cannot take it for granted.  We are all dependent on groundwater in a myriad of ways for supporting 

business, agriculture, fisheries, wildlife, recreation and tourism.  However it is more than that -- it is one 

of our crown jewels as a society because drinking water is so critical to sustaining life.   

 

Thank you for considering our comments on this matter.  We hope that they will move us toward our 

shared goals of having both a healthy environment and long term economic prosperity.  Please contact 

us any time with questions or concerns regarding this issue.   

Sincerely,  

 
Shahla M. Werner, Director, Sierra Club - John Muir Chapter 

http://www.jsonline.com/news/wisconsin/125193059.html
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Kenneth S. Wade, P.E., P.G. 

10747 Moyer Rd. 

Blue Mounds, WI, 53517 

Tel.: 608-767-3111 

Email: kenneth.wade@tds.net 

January 7, 2013 

 

Via email and U.S. Mail 

Rachel Greve, DG/5 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources 

101 S. Webster 

P.O. Box 7921 

Madison, WI, 53707-7921 

Rachel.Greve@wisconsin.gov 

 

RE: Proposed Richfield Dairy, Tn. of Richfield, Adams Co., WI – Comments Regarding Supplemental 

Environmental Assessment for High Capacity Wells  

Dear Ms. Greve: 

I previously provided comments to you on behalf of the Friends of the Central Sands and Bob Clarke 

regarding hydrologic impacts associated with the proposed Richfield Dairy (RD) Site on July 25, 1011 and 

September 22, 2011.  I have reviewed information related to the November 28, 2012 Supplemental 

Environmental Assessment for the high capacity wells associated with the proposed Richfield Dairy. 

Respectfully, my review concludes that the WDNR environmental analysis does not sufficiently describe 

nor adequately evaluate the significance of the impacts posed by the proposed wells to the water 

resources of the State.   In particular the supplemental EA did not evaluate impacts at the nearby 

sensitive stream headwaters and did not evaluate the significance of the direct impact of the proposed 

wells as part of the cumulative impacts caused by the pumping associated with the irrigation wells 

previously approved by the Department in the vicinity.  My specific comments follow. 

1) The supplemental EA did not evaluate impacts at the upper stream headwaters in the RD vicinity 

where the effects of both the existing irrigation pumping and the proposed wells will be most 

pronounced.  The October 7, 2011 letter report from George Kraft, UW-Stevens Point to Eric 

Ebersberger included groundwater modeling of the upper 1.7 miles of the tributary of Little Roche-
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A-Cri Creek closest to the proposed wells.  The results showed the existing irrigation pumping during 

average climatic conditions has resulted in the reduction of groundwater discharge at the upper 400 

meters of the stream to the point the stream dries up.  The upper 1600 meters (one mile) shows a 

31% stream flow reduction and the flow reduction is 22% at 2800 meters (1.7 miles) downstream.   

Kraft then simulates the proposed RD wells pumping at 52.5 million gallons per year (100 gpm) less 

the impacts of the current RD site irrigation well #146 (1.9” recharge reduction over 240 acres = 24 

gpm) for a total direct impact of 76 gpm.  This analysis showed additional reductions in stream flow 

of greater than 5% within the upper mile of the stream.  Since the proposed pumping rate for the RD 

wells has since been increased to 138 gpm (72.5 million gallons/year) the impact would be 138 gpm 

less 24 gpm for a total of 114 gpm.  Since 114 gpm is 1.5 times larger than 76 gpm the additional 

direct impact of the RD wells can be correspondingly extrapolated from greater than a 5% to greater 

than a 7.5% reduction in flow in the upper mile of the Little Roche-A-Cri tributary. 

The supplemental EA utilized model results from S.S. Papadopulos & Associates (SSPA) to evaluate 

impacts at the Little Roche -A- Cri headwaters.  The SSPA analysis of existing irrigation pumping 

impacts has a large degree of uncertainty due to dependence on historical pumping records known 

to be incomplete and inaccurate, along with unjustified reliance on a value of 20% for irrigation 

consumptive use.  The SSPA prediction of irrigated pumping impacts at Pleasant Lake was 

significantly less than that demonstrated through the historical water level regression analysis 

reported in Kraft & Mechenich (2010) and Kraft et.al. (2012), indicating a lack of model reliability.  

SSPA reported existing irrigated impacts on Little Roche- A- Cri at 10th Ave. caused a 5.1% reduction 

in average flow while Kraft & Mechenich reported a 5.3% reduction.  SSPA used a transient model 

simulation of proposed RD well pumping and predicted direct impacts to Little Roche- A- Cri at 

Cypress Ave., approximately four miles below the headwaters, to be insignificant, with less than a 

one percent flow reduction.  The SSPA analysis failed to evaluate the significant direct impacts of the 

proposed RD wells at the sensitive stream headwaters within the first mile of stream flow and the 

cumulative impacts of the existing irrigation pumping impacts in the same location.  In addition, the 

SSPA transient RD well analysis is likely to significantly under predict long term pumping impacts by 

truncating their model simulation at 25 years.  The relatively long distance from the headwaters to 

the proposed RD wells along with the large storage values for the aquifer materials require that a 

steady state simulation be used to evaluate the RD well impacts. 

The October 7, 2011 letter report from George Kraft, UW-Stevens Point to Eric Ebersberger also 

included groundwater modeling results for the upper reach of Fordham Cr., a Class 1 trout stream.  

Existing irrigation pumping has resulted in a 5 to 10% reduction inflow along the upper 1400 meters 

of the stream.  Extrapolating to the new 138 gpm proposed RD well pumping rate indicates a direct 

impact of up to a 0.75% additional decrease in flow within the upper 1400 meters of Fordham Cr.  

SSPA, using a transient 25 year simulation, reported an insignificant reduction in flow on Fordham 

Cr. at 8th Ave, approximately three miles below the headwaters.  As with Little Roche -A- Cri Cr., 

SSPA analysis failed to consider the significant impacts of the direct impacts of the proposed RD 

wells and the cumulative impacts from the existing irrigation pumping at the sensitive stream 
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headwaters within the first mile of stream flow.  As before, the 25-year SSPA transient analysis is 

likely to significantly under predict long term pumping impacts. 

White et al, 1976, indicated reduction in trout biomass is correlated with reduced stream base 

flows.  Specific factors for this reduction include increased summer water temperatures, decreased 

winter water temperatures, decreased living space, decreased stream edge and in-stream hiding 

cover.  The existing irrigated pumping impacts must be evaluated with the cumulative impacts of the 

proposed RD wells to determine the significance of the reduced base flows on trout habitat. 

2) The supplemental EA failed to evaluate the significance of seasonal and climatic fluctuations in 

relation to the direct impacts of the proposed RD wells and the existing irrigation groundwater 

pumping impacts. 

a) The SSPA, 2012 and Kraft, 2010 groundwater models used to evaluate well pumping impacts 

assumed a constant average recharge to the groundwater.  Kraft, 2010, indicated seasonal and 

climatic fluctuations could result in significant variation in water levels and stream flows from 

those of the steady state model simulations using average conditions.  This is expressed most 

dramatically in stream headwaters adjacent to high concentrations of irrigation wells.  Carter Cr. 

stream flow at CTH “G” was modeled by SSPA with average steady state conditions with 

irrigation pumping to be 2.3 cfs compared to 3.3 cfs assuming no irrigation.  However droughty 

conditions this summer resulted in flows decreasing from 4.6 cfs (5/24/12), 2.2 cfs (6/26/12), 

0.315 cfs (7/23/12) and droughty conditions produced a low flow of 0.154 cfs on 8/9/07.    SSPA, 

2012a, as part of their transient groundwater modeling for the proposed Golden Sands Dairy, 

varied average groundwater recharge monthly, with most recharge added in spring, resulting in 

a modeled discharge of Ten Mile Cr. that  varied from an average spring maximum of 90 cfs to a 

late fall and winter minimum of 30 cfs.  This type of model simulation conformed well to the 

average measured monthly Ten Mile Cr. stream flow data.  SSPA also varied the proposed 

irrigation pumping rate monthly to withdraw all of the irrigation water during the summer 

growing season.   The SSPA model predicted stream impacts that varied monthly with the 

magnitude of the stream flow impacts increasing approximately ten fold from May/June to 

September.   

The direct impacts associated with the proposed RD pumping and the cumulative impacts 

associated with the irrigated pumping in the vicinity of the proposed RD wells can only be 

reasonably evaluated using transient groundwater modeling in a manner similar to the SSPA 

Golden Sands simulation discussed, where the groundwater recharge occurs primarily in spring 

and the irrigated pumping occurs in summer.  In addition, the EA needs to evaluate water level 

and stream flow impacts during times of drought when base flow reductions produce the most 

significant impacts on the water resources.  The pumping records for the high capacity irrigation 

well #146 at the RD site show that though the average pumping rate from 2007 through 2011 

was 47 million gallons per year, during the time of drought in 1988 over 99 million gallons was 

pumped.  High capacity well #4 average flow (2008, 2010, and 2011) was noted to be 22 million 
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gallons per year, but pumping in 1988 was 59 million gallons.  The impact of irrigation pumping 

during a drought time is further increased due to the higher evapotranspiration rates present 

which prevents as much applied irrigation water to be recharged to the water table resulting in 

higher relative consumptive losses.  In addition, during drought times the groundwater recharge 

rate in non-irrigated areas in the area would be significantly lower.  The result is severe impacts 

in the headwater stream areas or lakes nearest the areas of irrigated agriculture and is 

evidenced by marked decrease or total elimination of headwater stream flow or lakes in these 

areas during drought times.  The Wisconsin Central Sands has experienced approximately 20 

moderate to extreme drought events since 1890.   

b) The evaluation of the direct impacts associated with the proposed RD pumping and the 

cumulative impacts associated with the proposed RD wells or any other wells proposed in the 

Central Sands will require application of a transient regional groundwater model of the entire 

Central Sands region.  This will allow input of recharge and irrigation pumping monthly using 

various estimates of pumping and recharge expected during both average and drought 

conditions.  Model predicted water levels and flow can then be compared to measured water 

levels and stream flows at locations of known impact such as the Little Plover River or Carter 

Creek and water levels including Long Lake and Pleasant Lake during both average and drought 

conditions to help validate the model.  Due to the relative uniformity of the Central Sands 

regional model hydrogeology, predictions of transient impacts will then be able to be used with 

some degree of confidence for evaluating transient impacts throughout the model area during 

both average and drought conditions. 

3) The supplemental EA indicates the stream flow reductions associated with the proposed wells are 

unlikely to be significant because, according to Hamilton and Seelbach, 2011, at flow reductions less 

than 4% even sensitive stream types do not typically experience observable changes in fish 

populations.  This conclusion is in error due to the EA’s failure to evaluate trout habitat impacts in 

the upper headwaters of streams within the first mile of stream flow, the failure to evaluate the 

significance of the direct impacts in consideration of existing cumulative irrigation impacts, and 

failure to evaluate the direct and cumulative habitat impacts during  seasonal and drought periods.  

Pumping impacts with stream flow headwater reductions of much greater than 4% are in evidence 

in the vicinity of the proposed RD. 

a) This issue was discussed previously in point 1 above for Little Roche- A- Cri and Fordham Creeks 

with existing flow reduction due to irrigation causing impacts up to 31%. 

b) Kraft, 2010, indicated existing irrigation pumping has reduced flow in the first mile of Tagatz Cr. 

by 5 to 10% during average steady state conditions. SSPA, 2012, modeling of Tagatz Cr. flow 

near Westfield under average steady state conditions decreased 6.7% due to irrigation impacts.  

SSPA reports a reduction of 27 gpm at this location due to the direct impact of the proposed RD 

wells. The Kraft October 7, 2011 letter showed proposed RD pumping would reduce flow within 

the upper 1.5 miles of Tagatz Cr. up to an additional 7.5 % when the increased withdrawal rate 
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of 138 gpm is considered assuming an extrapolated impact of 1.5 times that of 100 gpm.   The 

EA needs to evaluate the direct and cumulative impacts of irrigation and proposed RD pumping 

in the Tagatz Cr. headwater area, including during drought conditions. 

c)  Kraft, 2010 indicated existing irrigation pumping has reduced flow in the first mile of Chafee Cr. 

by 2% to greater than 10% during average steady state conditions. SSPA, 2012, modeling of 

Chafee Cr. flow at CTH “CH” under average steady state conditions resulted in a decreased flow 

of 17.6% due to irrigation impacts.  SSPA reports a reduction of 22 gpm (0.05 cfs) at this location 

due to the direct impact of the proposed RD wells. The Kraft October 7, 2011 letter showed the 

direct impacts of the proposed RD pumping would reduce flow at the Chafee Cr. headwaters up 

to an additional 7.5 % when the increased withdrawal rate of 138 gpm is considered assuming 

an extrapolated impact of 1.5 times that of 100 gpm.   The Chafee Cr. stream data from 2007 at 

CTH “CH” also indicates existing irrigation pumping may be having a significant impact with 

flows declining seasonally during irrigation from 1.2 cfs (6/13/07), 0.95 cfs (7/12/07), 0.47 cfs 

(8/9/07) to 0.28 (11/16/07).  It would be expected the Chaffee spring pond, located 

approximately 3800 feet upstream would have been experiencing even lower or no flow 

conditions at this time.  The supplemental EA statement indicating the Chaffee spring would not 

be significantly affected by the SSPA modeled direct RD well impact of 0.05 cfs does not appear 

justified.  As indicated earlier the SSPA understates impacts because of the lack of steady state 

simulation and that seasonal and climatic impacts were not considered.  Even a 0.05 cfs 

reduction compared to the 11/16/07 flow of 0.28 cfs during a moderate drought produces an 

18% reduction.  The supplemental EA statement that the proposed RD wells lay outside the 

contributing area of the Chafee Spring is incorrect.  Both the Kraft and SSPA modeling 

demonstrates reduction of groundwater flow in the vicinity of the proposed RD wells will lead to 

reductions in discharge in this headwater area.   The supplemental EA needs to evaluate both 

the direct proposed RD pumping impact and the cumulative impacts of irrigation in the Chafee 

Cr. headwater area including during drought conditions. 

4) The supplemental   EA states the SSPA analysis of the proposed RD wells’ groundwater level impacts 

at the wetland area 1.5 miles northwest of the well site would be less than one inch after 25 years of 

pumping and therefore not result in significant impacts.  Kraft & Mechenich (2010) indicate existing 

irrigation pumping has caused approximately 0.5 to 1.0 feet of groundwater level reduction in this 

area.  Seasonal and drought conditions will significantly increase these impacts due to close 

proximity of irrigation wells.  These impacts may have already caused significant impacts to wetland 

plant communities dependent on maintaining saturated conditions within their root zone.  The 

cumulative impacts of the proposed RD well pumping on the wetlands in this area requires 

evaluation, including consideration of seasonal and drought conditions. 

5) The regression analysis of Kraft& Mechenich (2010) showed that steady state declines of at least 1.5 

feet at Pleasant Lake were attributable to the current irrigation pumping west of the lake.  The 

report indicates that the Pleasant Lake impacts are likely to be understated by 0.4 to 0.76 feet 

because the regression calibration reference points assumed not to be impacted by pumping had 
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actually experienced lake level declines due to pumping of 0.4 to 0.76 feet.  SSPA, 2012, steady state 

model simulation indicates the existing irrigation pumping results in a 0.7 foot decline in the 

Pleasant lake water elevation.  The Kraft & Mechenich, 2010, regression analysis of groundwater 

elevations and lake stages provide convincing evidence that the SSPA modeling is under-predicting 

irrigation pumping impacts on Pleasant Lake.  Large potential uncertainties in the SSPA model 

simulation include an unjustified estimate of 20% for irrigation pumping consumptive loss and 

incomplete and inaccurate historic irrigation pumping data.  It is possible the constant head 

boundary along the east side of the SSPA model domain may be constraining the response of the 

groundwater heads in the Pleasant Lake and Chaffee and Tagatz Cr. headwater locations.   The 

October 7, 2011 letter report from George Kraft, UW-Stevens Point to Eric Ebersberger indicates the 

2007 irrigated pumping impacts resulted in a 3.3 foot drawdown at Pleasant Lake and estimated, 

using steady state simulation of average conditions, and an additional direct impact of 100 gpm 

pumping from the proposed RD wells to result in 2 inches of additional drawdown.  As discussed 

previously the latest proposed RD pumping rate of 138 gpm would result in approximately 1.5 times 

the water removal from the proposed wells and a corresponding increase in direct drawdown 

impacts.  The SSPA, 2012, transient simulation of the 138 gpm proposed RD well pumping resulted 

in less than 2.0 inches of lake stage decline.  This analysis is flawed in that a more appropriate steady 

state simulation is likely to result in a significant increase in pumping impact.  The SSPA prediction 

uncertainty analysis using a 90% confidence interval should not be given very much credence due to 

the lack of a steady state simulation, the lack of calibration to the lake level regression analysis of 

Kraft & Mechenich, 2010, the lack of evaluation in conjunction with irrigation pumping under 

seasonal and climatic cumulative impact conditions, and uncertainty evidenced at model flux 

boundaries such as at the South Branch of Wedde Cr. at CTH “JJ” where flows were estimated at 7 

cfs, but model calculated flows were 2.2 cfs without irrigation impacts and 2.1 cfs with irrigation 

impacts. 

 While the Pleasant lake levels do fluctuate due to natural seasonal impacts related to variations in 

precipitation, evapotranspiration, and seepage to groundwater, the cumulative impacts of existing 

irrigation plus the direct impact of the proposed RD wells resulting in a 2.0 foot lake level decline 

during average steady state conditions represent significant adverse impacts to Pleasant Lake’s 

water resource values, being expressed by shore line recession, access problems with docks, and 

fish habitat impacts related to a decreased water depth and volume, increased water temperature 

fluctuations, and loss of lake bed structure.  With reduced recharge and increased irrigation 

pumping and consumptive losses during expected drought episodes the magnitude of the impacts 

would increase significantly as indicated by the estimated 3.3 foot water level decline of Pleasant 

Lake during the moderate drought period of 2006/2007.  The supplemental EA  assertion that 

pumping impacts are acceptable because they are within the range of natural Pleasant Lake level 

fluctuation is not reasonable or logical since the pumping impacts must be evaluated in an additive 

fashion to the natural lake fluctuation and a determination of significance presented.  It must be 

recognized that the pumping of the proposed RD wells will result in a relatively steady permanent 

direct impact at the stream headwaters and lakes closest to RD in addition to the significant 
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fluctuation of irrigation pumping and natural recharge rates due to climatic variations.  A public 

interest lake stage should be established to which the direct and cumulative impacts can be 

compared and the significance of the impact determined. 

 

Conclusion 

The supplemental EA does not sufficiently describe nor adequately evaluate the significance of the 

impacts posed by the proposed RD wells to the water resources of the State.   In particular, the 

supplemental EA did not evaluate impacts at the nearby sensitive stream headwaters within the first 

mile of stream flow and did not evaluate the significance of the stream and lake impacts of the 

proposed wells as part of the cumulative impacts caused by the pumping associated with the 

irrigation wells previously approved by the Department in the vicinity.  In addition, the supplemental 

EA neglected to evaluate the direct and cumulative impacts during seasonal and drought conditions 

when stressed resources are most susceptible to pumping effects most likely to result in significant 

adverse impacts to the State’s waters.  The specific evaluation of the significance of these direct and 

cumulative impacts in relation to trout habitat, minimum public interest stream flow, lake stage 

requirements, and wetland hydrological requirements is needed.  

The evaluations required can be made by extending the existing groundwater modeling work 

already established utilizing a regional Central Sands model domain.  Monthly recharge estimates 

could be used to establish initial calibration and estimates of average summer monthly irrigation 

pumping losses could be distributed at irrigated model cells to provide a base model simulation of 

irrigation pumping impacts with calibration to measured seasonal head and stream flow 

fluctuations.  The simulation period should be sufficiently long to approach steady state conditions 

in model domain locations distant from the concentrations of irrigation wells.   The model could 

then be further validated through transient simulations of various estimated periods of drought 

scenarios through reductions in recharge and increases in irrigation pumping.  These simulations 

could be calibrated to historic stream flows, groundwater elevations, and lake stages.  The relative 

simplicity of the Central sands hydrogeological system would then allow the model to evaluate 

proposed pumping impacts or management alternatives with some degree of confidence 

throughout the model domain.  The establishment of a more comprehensive Central Sand 

headwater stream flow, lake level, and groundwater level monitoring program would aid in model 

validation.  

 

Prepared by Kenneth S. Wade, P.E., P.G. – January 7, 2013 
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320 Twelfth Avenue North 
Edmonds, Washington 98020-2930 USA 

Land phone: 425-672-8268                              Cell phone: 425-422-7335                                    e-mail: rw@seanet.com 
 
January 7, 2013 
 
MEMO 
 
To:  Christa Westerberg, Atty. 

McGillivray Westerberg & Bender, LLC 
 
From:  Ray J. White, Ph.D. 

        
Re: Comments on Wisconsin DNR’s Richfield Dairy High Capacity Well Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment – 72.5 MGY 
 
1. The EA cannot rightfully claim no significant impact on streams, if it ignores the organisms and the 

physical and ecological processes that depend on groundwater inflow, e.g., involvements of brook, 
brown and rainbow trout, of smaller creatures that are their food, of associated wildlife, and of the 
riparian vegetation that helps shape habitat for all those forms of life.  The EA considers hydrology 
almost exclusively, whereas impacts of decreased groundwater-fed flow are geomorphic and 
ultimately biological.  Besides water, a stream consists of the physical conformations, soils, 
vegetation, and animals of the channel and of the interacting riparian areas and wetlands.  The EA 
fails to relate hydrology to the ways that the area’s streams work physically and biologically—how 
the physical and biological processes are affected by the existing pumping-caused groundwater 
diminution and would be affected by cumulative impacts that include the proposed pumping.  The 
EA superficially acknowledges trout; it fails even to mention a single fluvial geomorphic habitat 
ramification or a single species of plant or animal that exists in the affected streams or riparian areas.  
The EA doesn’t bring to bear information from DNR files on fish, wildlife, and habitat in the 
impacted streams, riparian areas, and associated wetlands.  There is no indication of EA input about 
streams by geomorphologists, ecologists, or fishery biologists.   If the EA does not deal thoroughly 
with the ecologies of riparian vegetation, of stream fishes, and of associated wildlife and human uses 
of the fish and wildlife resources, no valid conclusion can be made about environmental impacts. 

2. The EA is based on average flows, but organisms are restricted by minimum flows and associated 
severe conditions.  Low baseflows and concomitant warm or cold extremes often cause the most 
harm for trout and the stream-and-riparian ecosystems.  This omission is notable because Central 
Wisconsin has frequent droughts (Kraft et al. 2010, Fig. II-3). Baseflow reduction in headwater 
streams (1 mile below stream source) is 5% to 44% under present pumping, and these declines would 
be larger during seasonal drys and prolonged droughts (Kraft 2010, Fig. VII-4).   

3. Stream-dwelling trout need all the baseflow they can get, except in streams that are excessively cold 
in summer.  If a trout population is at carrying capacity (maximum number or biomass that the 
habitat can support indefinitely), then reducing baseflow by any amount is likely to decrease the 
population via decreased reproduction and/or decreased survival and/or decreased body growth.  If 
the population is at lower than carrying capacity before baseflow reduction, it will be tending toward 
carrying capacity, and reducing the base flow will diminish the stream capacity toward which the 
trout population can expand.  If baseflow reduction is slight and of short duration, then a trout 
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population at carrying-capacity will start to decrease but cease to do so when flow increases.  If, 
within a given area along the course of a stream’s trout zone, baseflow decrease is major and/or of 
long enough duration, then trout population decreases more or less proportionally in the long term to 
the proportion of baseflow decrease, but due to decreased thermal suitability of the water, the trout 
population may decrease more than would correspond to the proportion of baseflow reduction.  
Under reduced baseflow in a given stream area, the trout population will diminish progressively until 
some threshold of intolerability is reached (in terms of water temperature, living space, or availability 
of other habitat features or food), at which point the population will cease to exist, even before flow 
becomes zero. 

4. In all or most of the kinds of trout streams that the proposed pumping will impact, any reduction in 
baseflow stands to reduce the trout zone’s length—the length of course that has sufficient flow, 
temperature, and other habitat features for sustaining a naturally reproducing trout population.  This 
shortening can happen by elimination of sufficient flow in small headwaters and by shrinking at 
either end of the trout zone the extent of thermally suitable water, i.e., water cool enough for trout 
during the hot season and warm enough for trout during winter.  

5. Pumping impacts on headwaters are of concern in all the streams at issue. The EA deals inadequately 
with importance of headwaters to trout populations.  In headwaters unaffected by water withdrawal 
or other human-generated damage, channels tend to be relatively narrow, fitted to small baseflow, 
and have interacting geomorphic and bank-vegetational features (course curvature, width 
constriction, bank undercutting, etc.) that form trout habitat.  When pumping reduces baseflow, the 
water volume and flow patterns become underfitted to the channel.  Shallowed water offers less 
protection from predators and shrinks living space.  As wetted width decreases, trout find less hiding 
cover under banks and bank vegetation.  Even extremely small amounts of water in headwater 
streams, i.e. one cubic foot per second or less, can support trout spawning and juvenile rearing, 
particularly for brook trout.  Reduction in base flow can eliminate these areas.  Brook trout eggs and 
sacfry develop during winter in streambed gravel or coarse sand, and depend on upwelling flow of 
groundwater for oxygen and suitable temperature.  Pumping-induced reduction of groundwater 
inflow can prevent entry of adult brook trout into some headwater areas, or where they still can 
spawn, will then decrease oxygen supply and thermal suitability, resulting in slower development and 
higher mortality of eggs and sacfry.  Fry that do emerge will find less habitat and less food.  Those 
are among the impacts of low winter groundwater input and baseflow. 

6. EA page 4, paragraph 2: “The maximum modeled flow reduction was 0.10 cfs . . . in Little Roche a 
Cri Creek at 10th Ave. This flow reduction constitutes about 0.3% of the measured baseflow (34 cfs) 
at this location.”  This is at the downstream limit of designated trout water, so consideration at this 
point has little meaning for the trout resource.  In the SSPA report, Table 1: The sites Little Roche-a-
Cri (10th Ave), Tagatz (near Westfield), and So. Br. Wedde (at JJ) are not headwaters; therefore, 
judging effects of flow reductions at these points is not crucial in assessing impact on trout.  

7. The EA’s conclusions on stream impacts rely on the Michigan Water Withdrawal Assessment 
Process (Hamilton & Seelbach 2011)—hereafter “Michigan WWAP”—but do not relate it to the 
hydro-geomorphic and biological characteristics and ecologies of the streams at issue.  The EA states 
at p 4, ¶ 2: “At flow reductions of less than 4%, even sensitive stream types do not typically 
experience observable changes in fish populations (Hamilton and Seelbach, 2011). The expected 
flow reductions due to the proposed Dairy wells are unlikely to cause a significant environmental 
impact to the streams.”  The conclusion is not based on any discussion of relationships between flow 
and the habitat requirements and life histories of pertinent organisms. It doesn’t properly consider 
annual low flow and drought conditions or cumulative biological impacts. And the Michigan WWAP 
is inappropriate for EA use because: (a) Under the WWAP, when a well is permitted, the amount 
pumped decreases the amount that can be pumped at future proposed well sites in the same water 
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management area (WMA) of Michigan’s 5,400 WMAs, so the WWAP considers cumulative effects 
in a way for which Wisconsin DNR has not set up a procedure. (b) The WWAP is severely flawed, in 
that, although based on certain relationships between baseflow, fish habitat, and fish presence at 
1700 stream sites, it is not based on evidence from measurements of conditions on any stream before 
and after a flow reduction, it does not treat headwaters in a way that is appropriate to this case, it 
does not consider the trout resource in terms of the sizes of fish that anglers desire, and it fails to take 
drought and seasonal lows of baseflow into account (its “Index Flows” being median flows for 
August, not low baseflows).  (c) The WWAP is preliminary (Hamilton & Seelbach 2011, p 34). 

8. The EA deals inadequately with thermal impacts.  “Habitat conditions during summer base flows 
limit fish distributions as water temperatures peak during this time period and have a dominant effect 
on fish physiology, growth, and survival . . . Reductions in base flow may also significantly alter 
other habitat variables (e.g., dissolved oxygen or flow velocity) and critical ecosystem functions 
(e.g., sediment transport or channel maintenance)” (Zorn et al. 2008, p 3).  Critical baseflows may 
also occur in winter (White et al. 1976) and thus lead to unsuitably cold water. 

9. Parts of Fordham and Little Roche-a-Cri Creeks are the cold-transitional type, described in Hamilton 
& Seelbach (2011), therefore especially vulnerable to trout population damage from relatively small 
reductions in baseflow.  Indeed, all the trout streams under consideration have a core trout zone for 
part of their length but then become cold-transitional in downstream reaches. 

10. For all the streams at issue, baseflow reduction indices (BRI) for existing pumping in the vicinity of 
the proposed Richfield wells are greater than 5% and in some parts greater than 10% for the average 
condition and not what would be produced during dry seasons and dry years (Kraft 2011, Fig. 2).  
Therefore, headwaters baseflow is already severely impacted, especially during dry periods. Adding 
an increase in BRI due to proposed Richfield wells (modeled for a pumping rate of 52.5 mgy, far less 
than 72.5 mgy; Kraft 2011, Fig. 4) makes the cumulative impact on trout truly immense.  Present 
irrigation baseflow reductions of 22% to 100% occur in the upper 1.74 miles of a Little Roche-a-Cri 
Creek headwater in one modeled example, based on average conditions, not seasonal dry periods and 
prolonged droughts, when percent reduction would be greater (Kraft 2011, Table 2).  It can be 
concluded that conditions in headwaters of this stream are already disastrous, and added pumping 
would extend those conditions further downstream. 
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